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right to commit for indefinite periods without his victims' having
any redress at law.1
The prison doors were opened at the beginning of 1628, but
this clemency did not evoke any gratitude in the country at
large. When Charles caused elections to be held for a third
parliament, the main issues were the forced loan and arbitrary
punishment. Popular interest ran high and considerable pres-
sure was brought to bear in favour of court candidates, but the
royal influence was powerless against appeals on behalf of those
who had suffered imprisonment rather than contribute to the
exchequer in an unparliamentary way.2 An observer .summed
up the results of the election as follows; clt is feared , . „ because
such patriots are chosen every where, the parliament will not
last above eight days/3 When the houses met, the debates
turned almost exclusively upon the question how to prevent
extra-parliamentary taxation and imprisonment without cause
shown. The commons began by passing resolutions against
unparliamentary taxation, against the retention of any man in
prison by command of the king or council unless the cause were
expressed, against the denial of the writ of habeas corpus, and
against the refusal to release or bail a prisoner confined without
cause shown. These resolutions occasioned a great debate in
the house of lords, where it was thought by a contemporary
that the majority stood Tor the king's prerogative against the
subject's liberties/4 Generally speaking, the old nobility opposed
the court, but the new creations a'nd the most of the bishops
favoured it. The parties were so evenly divided that in the end
a compromise was reached which attempted to prevent the
king from interfering with due process of law in normal times
but would permit him to override it in an emergency.
The commons, however, were unwilling to acknowledge
explicitly that the king possessed these extraordinary powers,
especially as no satisfactory form of words could be devised to
define them.5 Abandoning their own resolutions, they now deter-
mined to proceed by a bill which should both reaffirm the validity
of old statutes safeguarding the liberty of the subject and inter-
pret them in the sense the commons thought right, Thereupon
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